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CHAPTER 1 – PROPOSED PROJECT  
 
 

1.1 Project Location  
 

The former Caltrans District Office Complex (Complex) is located at 2829 Juan Street, San 
Diego, California, 92110.  It lies within the community of Old Town which is bound on the north 
by Interstate 8, on the west by Interstate 5, on the south and east by the neighborhood of 
Mission Hills.  The complex is legally described as Block 409 of Old San Diego made by James 
Pascoe in 1870, on file in the Office of City Engineer, in the City of San Diego (City), as 
Miscellaneous Map number 40.  The facility occupies approximately 2.48 acres and contains a 
total of 115,735 square feet of office space.   

 
1.2  Purpose and Need 

The project (hereinafter “Project”) proposes the disposal of the Complex.  The purpose of the 
Project is to dispose of an excess state-owned property that is not being occupied or utilized.  
The property has been vacant since 2006, and the total cost associated with maintaining the 
facility has been in excess of $150,000 since 2006, which doesn’t include utilities or unexpected 
maintenance requirements. The need for the Project is to save the state money that is being 
spent to maintain the vacant facility, and to generate revenue. 

 
Caltrans disposes of excess parcels or properties if they are no longer needed for future 
transportation purposes or if they are not suitable for use in restoring, preserving, or improving 
the scenic beauty next to the highway.  Streets and Highways Code Section 118 permits 
Caltrans to sell, contract to sell, sell by trust deed, or exchange real properties or interests in 
properties, in the manner and upon terms, standards, and conditions established by the CTC 
when Caltrans determines that any real property or interest acquired by Caltrans for 
transportation purposes is no longer necessary for those purposes. Once these properties have 
been identified, they can be disposed of through public sale.  State agencies are required to 
dispose of excess property at fair market value unless directed otherwise by legislation.  Excess 
land disposal activities are considered projects under the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), but are categorically exempt. The exception to the exemption is where the project may 
cause a substantial adverse change to the significance of a historical resource, such as the 
proposed Project.  
 
Because the future use of the property after its sale would be speculative, and because any 
future change to the property would require additional permitting, this EIR is limited to the sale 
of the property and does not speculate as to its future use. 

 
Caltrans has prepared this Final Environmental Impact report (Final EIR) to inform the public 
and decision-makers about the potential environmental effects of the proposed project, which is 
based on the associated technical studies and input received during the public comment period. 

 
The Final EIR contains: 
• A line in the margin to indicate where substantive, non-editorial changes between the 

draft and final document have occurred; 
• Copies of the Notice of Availability and Notice of Completion for the Draft EIR; 
• A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies that commented in the Draft EIR 

during the circulation period (August 19, 2011 to October 3, 2011); 
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• Copies of comments received in response to the Draft EIR; and, 
• Caltrans responses to substantive environmental points raised in the review process. 

 
The document identifies significant environmental impacts of the proposed project that could not 
be avoided if it is implemented; describes environmental impacts found not to have the potential 
to result in significant environmental impacts an therefore not requiring detailed analysis in the 
EIR; and provides a list of personnel and agencies contacted during the EIR preparation, 
references cited and EIR preparers. 
 
 
1.3  Historical Background  
 
The Complex reflects the efforts by the State of California, Public Works Department along with 
the Division of Architecture and Highways to modernize its infrastructure to meet challenges and 
needs of a post World War II economy.  The selection of the site was related to its convenient 
and central location to downtown San Diego, revitalization efforts in “Old Town” San Diego, the 
close proximity of the newly constructed State Route 8 through Mission Valley, and the 
expanding suburbs of San Diego County.  
 
Construction of the Complex began in 1951.  It was completed in the summer of 1953, and later 
expanded in 1958 and again in 1964.  It covers nearly an entire city block bounded by Taylor 
Street on the north, Juan Street on the east, Calhoun Street on the west, and Wallace Street on 
the south.  Old Town San Diego State Historic Park borders the Complex along Calhoun, Juan, 
and Wallace streets. 
 
The Complex was occupied by State employees from 1953 through 2006.  In the early 1990’s, 
the lack of sufficient size to accommodate employees, and the rising and continuing costs 
associated with rehabilitating an aging building became an area of concern.  A study prepared 
by the Office of the State Architect indicates that repairs to the complex were estimated at $7.1 
million (in 1991).  In addition, the main office building required seismic retrofit at a cost of 
approximately $10 million.  This work would have displaced employees to off-site facilities, at an 
additional cost.  Due to the high cost estimates associated with the rehabilitation, and the lack of 
space, Caltrans initiated the process of finding a new location to house its staff.   
 
The building was vacated by Caltrans employees in 2006 when completion of a new office 
space was constructed directly across the street.  As a result, the former complex is no longer 
needed, and was declared excess property.   
 

1.4 Why an Environmental Impact Report? 
 
 Determining whether a project may have a significant effect plays a critical role in the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) process.  CEQA Section 15064(f)(1) provides guidance for 
determining significance effects caused by a project.  If a lead agency is presented with a fair 
argument that a project may have a significant effect on the environment, the lead agency shall 
prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) even though it may also be presented with other 
substantial evidence that the project will not have a significant effect. 
 
In January 2011, Caltrans submitted to the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) the 
Historical Resources Compliance Report (HRCR) regarding the historical significance of the 
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Complex, which Caltrans concluded meets National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) 
Criterion C as a good example of a “Modernist” office building. 
 
On March 7, 2011, the SHPO concurred with the determination that the Complex is eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP as well as the California Register of Historical Resources. Caltrans has 
concluded, pursuant to PRC § 5024.5 and PRC § 5024(f), that the disposal of the Complex 
without protective covenants, even with the mitigation proposed, would constitute an adverse 
effect.  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15064.5(b)(3)(c), Caltrans also determined that the 
disposal of this property without protective covenants is an adverse effect due to reasonably 
foreseeable potential for demolition or alteration of the property’s historic characteristics. 
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Figure 1-1 Vicinity Map  
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Figure 1-2 Location Map 
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2.0 Project Description/Preferred Alternative 

The Project proposes the disposal of the Complex.  The purpose of the Project is to dispose of 
an excess state-owned property that is not being occupied or utilized. Disposal of the Complex 
without restrictions/covenants to a public or private entity is the Preferred Alternative.  After 
exhaustive efforts of researching the potential to market the building with protective covenants, 
and transferring the building to the Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR), Caltrans has 
determined that selling the building without protective covenants or restrictions is the only viable 
alternative.   
 
2.1 Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Discussion 
 
Selling the building with protective covenants and restriction, transferring the building to DPR 
and taking no action are all alternatives that have been withdrawn from consideration.  
 
After researching the potential to market the building with protective covenants for rehabilitation 
and adaptive use, Caltrans determined that it is neither prudent nor feasible to sell the Complex 
with protective covenants.  The requirements needed to save the numerous interior character 
defining features in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior Standards would limit the list of 
potential buyers. 
 
Discussions regarding the possibility of transferring ownership to the DPR for use in the Old 
Town San Diego State Historic Park began as early as 1991.  Between 2006 and 2011, 
Caltrans worked to transfer the complex to DPR.  In October 2008, a Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) was developed between Caltrans and the DPR to outline the basis of a 
future agreement to purchase the Complex.  The agreed upon sale price for the property was 
$10.7 million which was determined as the fair market value by an appraisal prepared by the 
Department of General Services in October 2007.  DPR would pay Caltrans the sum of $2.5 
million, and the balance of $8.2 million, would be paid within (10) ten years from the date of the 
Transfer of Jurisdiction (TOJ).  The TOJ would be the formal agreement between the two 
agencies that would outline the comprehensive mitigation program.  During meetings with DPR, 
it became apparent that DPR was not able to meet the conditions necessary for its purchase of 
the property. In lieu of DPR making a direct cash payment to Caltrans for the balance, both 
parties investigated the viability of DPR establishing a Special Fund to be used solely for 
activities directly related to mitigation credits.  Under this scenario, DPR would have located and 
purchased parcels adjacent to DPR facilities in Southern California and these parcels would 
have been used to satisfy future Caltrans mitigation requirements.  This transaction could not be 
completed, because DPR staff could not provide suitable parcels that met the requirements of 
Caltrans to qualify as mitigation sites.  On October 29, 2010, a combined DPR and Caltrans 
management team met to review the findings and make one last attempt to create a workable 
mitigation program.  A workable mitigation program could not be established, so Caltrans 
notified DPR that efforts to create a mitigation program to satisfy transfer of the Complex would 
cease.  The MOU has expired by its own terms. 
 
During this same time period, the California Highway Patrol (CHP) and the San Diego 
Association of Governments (SANDAG) were also interested in moving into the Complex, but 
ultimately decided against it when informed of the excessive costs associated with rehabilitating 
the facility.  
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Taking no action would result in the State continuing to spend money to maintain an unoccupied 
and unutilized excess property.  
 
 
2.2 Permits and Approvals Needed  
 
The California Transportation Commission (CTC) would provide the final approval for the 
disposal of the Complex.  Streets and Highways Code Section 118 permits Caltrans to sell, 
contract to sell, sell by trust deed, or exchange real properties or interests in properties, in the 
manner and upon terms, standards, and conditions established by the CTC when Caltrans 
determines that any real property or interest acquired by Caltrans for transportation purposes is 
no longer necessary for those purposes. 
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CHAPTER 3.0 – CEQA ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 
 

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

3.1  Aesthetics:  Would the project:      

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic 
vista 

   

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, 
including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state 
scenic highway 

   

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings?  

   

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare 
which would adversely affect day or nighttime 
views in the area? 

   

3.1.1 Discussion of Environmental Evaluation Question 3.1 – Aesthetics 
The proposed Project solely involves the disposal of the existing Complex, so it would 
not have an impact on any resource of aesthetic quality. 

 
3.1.2 Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
No Mitigation is required. 
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3.2  Agriculture and Forest Resources:  In 
determining whether impacts to agricultural 
resources are significant environmental effects, 
lead agencies may refer to the California 
Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment 
Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of 
Conservation as an optional model to use in 
assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In 
determining whether impacts to forest resources, 
including timberland, are significant environmental 
effects, lead agencies may refer to information 
compiled by the California Department of Forestry 
and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory 
of forest land, including the Forest and Range 
Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy 
Assessment Project; and the forest carbon 
measurement methodology provided in Forest 
Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources 
Board.  Would the project: 
 

 
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural 
use?  

    

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, 
or a Williamson Act contract? 

    

     

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public 
Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland 
(as defined by Public Resources Code section 
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production 
(as defined by Government Code section 
51104(g))? 

    

d)  Result in the loss of forest land or conversion 
of forest land to non-forest use? 
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e) Involve other changes in the existing 
environment which, due to their location or nature, 
could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-
agricultural use or conversion of forest land to 
non-forest use? 

    

3.2.1 Discussion of Environmental Evaluation Question 3.2 – Agriculture and Forest 
Resources 
The Complex is in an area that does not contain agricultural uses.  The site is currently zoned 
“Core Zone/Commercial”, and is not zoned for agricultural use.  Conveyance of the building to a 
new owner would not change this designation. 

 
3.2.2 Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
No Mitigation is required. 
 

 

3.3 Air Quality:  Where available, the significance 
criteria established by the applicable air quality 
management or air pollution control district may be 
relied upon to make the following determinations. 
Would the project:  

Potentially
Significant
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan?  

    

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation?  

    

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 
project region is non- attainment under an 
applicable federal or state ambient air quality 
standard (including releasing emissions which 
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 
precursors)? 

    

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations?  

    

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a 
substantial number of people?  
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3.3.1 Discussion of Environmental Evaluation Question 3.3 – Air Quality 
The disposal of the Complex would not affect the capacity or location of major roads or other 
elements of the transportation system that would cause air quality impacts. 
 

3.3.2 Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
No Mitigation is required. 

 

 

 
3.4  Biological Resources:  Would the project: 

 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

 

No 
Impact

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly 
or through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special 
status species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?  

    

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any 
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional plans, 
policies, and regulations or by the California 
Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and 
Wildlife Service?  

    

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally 
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of 
the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, 
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means?  

    

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of 
any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife 
species or with established native resident or 
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of 
native wildlife nursery sites?  

    

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance?  

    



Chapter 3.0 CEQA Environmental Checklist 
 
 

December 2011                                                                                  12                        Disposal of the Former District Office Complex 
 

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted 
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, 
regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

 

    

3.4.1 Discussion of Environmental Evaluation Question 3.4 – Biological Resources 
 The disposal of the Complex would not have an impact on any biological resources. 

 

 
3.4.2 Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
No Mitigation is required. 

 
 

  

3.5. Cultural Resources:  Would the project:  Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as defined in 
§15064.5?  

    

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource  

pursuant to §15064.5?  

    

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature? 

    

d) Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries?  

    

 

3.5.1 Regulatory Setting 

“Cultural resources” as used in this document refers to all historical and archaeological 
resources, regardless of significance.  The relevant laws and regulations dealing with cultural 
resources for this project include:   

Historical resources are considered under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), as 
well as California Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 5024.1, which established the 
California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR).  PRC Section 5024 requires state agencies 
to identify and protect state-owned resources that meet National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) listing criteria.  It further specifically requires the Department to inventory state-owned 
structures in its right-of-way.  Sections 5024(f) and 5024.5 require state agencies to provide 
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notice to and consult with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) before altering, 
transferring, relocating, or demolishing state-owned historical resources that are listed on or are 
eligible for inclusion in the National Register or are registered or eligible for registration as 
California Historical Landmarks.  

 

3.5.2 Affected Environment  
This cultural resource discussion relies on studies prepared for the proposed Project and prior 
surveys that were performed within the Project Area Limits (PAL).   

With respect to the latter, a Historic Architectural Survey Report/ Historic Study Report, 
prepared in 1993 for the Complex, included a detailed block-by-block analysis of the prior 
historic land uses within the site.  This study affirmed and/or determined the NRHP eligibility 
determinations for all of the buildings in the office complex and it assessed the potential for 
buried archaeological resources within the above mentioned Project’s footprint. As a result, 
Caltrans concluded that the Complex was, at that time, not eligible for listing in the NRHP nor 
the CRHR because the building was not older than 50-years of age and hence not a cultural 
resource of extreme relevance.  It further concluded that there was a strong potential for buried 
prehistoric and historic archaeological deposits to exist underneath the Complex. 

In January 2011, and now in relation to the current attempt to dispose of the Complex, Caltrans 
submitted a Historical Resources Compliance Report (HRCR) and a Historic Resource 
Evaluation Report (HRER) to the SHPO requesting their concurrence with Caltrans’ 
determination that the Complex was now eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criteria A and C.  
Under Criterion A, the property, whose period of significance spans 1953-1964, is eligible at a 
state and local level of significance for its association with a pivotal period in the development of 
the state’s transportation system and as a product of the Division of Highways mission to 
innovate, improve, enhance, expand and maintain the state’s highway system, and under 
Criterion C at the local and regional level of significance as a scarce and important example of a 
mid-twentieth century government/corporate “Modernist” office building in the greater San Diego 
area. Since the 1993 analysis, the building did achieve 50-years of age and, as a result, was 
evaluated for NRHP and CRHR eligibility. On March 7, 2011, SHPO concurred that the 
Complex was eligible for listing in the NRHP under criterion C only and under criterion 3 in the 
CRHR.  SHPO concurred that the Complex is a good example of a “Modernist” office building in 
the local San Diego area and the best designed district office complex built during the period of 
1947 through 1967.  As a result and pursuant to PRC 5024.1, the state-owned Complex was 
placed on the Master List of Historical Resources. 

The proposed sale of the property is not subject to a City review, however, once the building is 
transferred from State ownership, development of the site by a private or public entity, would be 
subject to review under the City’s Land Development Code (LDC) Historical Resource 
Regulations and in accordance with CEQA Section 15064.5.  Any future development would 
also be required to include mitigation measures (e.g. monitoring during excavation) that would 
avoid or minimize direct impacts to cultural resources. 

 

3.5.3 Environmental Consequences 
A Supplemental HRCR, which documented Caltrans’ efforts to determine the feasibility of 
disposing of the Former District 11 Office Complex with protective covenants and proposed 
measures to mitigate adverse affects was prepared and submitted to SHPO in April 2011. In 
preparing the above, specialists working in the preservation field in San Diego were contacted in 
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March 2011 about the prudence and feasibility of marketing the Complex with historic covenants 
and restrictions. Although the Complex could be used for various types of businesses, it would 
be very difficult to sell with interior and exterior covenants due the property’s character defining 
features which would limit the list of potential buyers.  Another limiting factor is that the Complex 
does not fit in with the character of Old Town, which is characterized by the Mexican and early 
American architectural style.  The Complex location is zoned as a “Core Zone”, which focuses 
on replicating and retaining the distinctive character of the Old Town San Diego historic area 
that existed prior to 1871.   

With respect to the potential for buried archaeological resources, because any potential future 
development would be subject to CEQA with the City acting as the lead agency, pursuant to 
Public Resource Code (PRC) 5024(f), Caltrans determined that the disposal would constitute a 
no adverse effect.  However, the action as a whole would have an adverse effect.   

The Supplemental HRCR concluded, pursuant to PRC 5024.5 and PRC 5024(f) that the 
disposal of the complex without protective covenants, even with mitigation proposed, would 
constitute an adverse effect.  The SHPO, on April 22, 2011, provided their opinion of the 
proposed action and agreed with Caltrans regarding the adverse effect. 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15064.5(b)(3)(c), Caltrans then determined that disposal of the 
property without protective covenants is a substantial adverse change due to the reasonably 
foreseeable potential for demolition or alteration of the property’s historic characteristics.   

Although measures to disclose the historic nature of the Complex are proposed, the 
implementation would not fully mitigate the impacts.  These impacts would remain significant 
and unmitigable. 

 
3.5.4 Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation 
 
• Caltrans would perform a “Heritage” documentation of the Complex that would include:  

High-resolution digital photographs of the neighborhood, building interior and exterior that 
would document the structural and decorative elements, as well as the interior spaces.  
These photos would be of archival quality, printed on photographic paper that would meet 
the NPS National Register of Historic Place's 75-year permanence standard.  These would 
be produced for the Caltrans Library and History Center in Headquarters (Sacramento).  
Prints for other repositories would also be produced that don’t require the archival 
standards. 

 
• A Caltrans Former District 11 Office Complex Report will be prepared that contains the 

historic background in the HRER, digital photographs, a copy of the DPR 523 forms for the 
complex and copies of original plans, correspondence from the architect, and news clippings 
dating from its construction.   One electronic and archival print copy of the Report will be 
submitted to the Caltrans Headquarters Transportation Library and History Center.  
Electronic and/or non-archival copies of the Report will be submitted to: the Caltrans District 
11 archives, the Office of Historic Preservation, the San Diego Historical Society, San Diego 
Modernism, the AIA-San Diego Chapter, the UCLA Architecture Library, the UCSD library, 
and the California State University San Diego Library.  

 
• Caltrans would conduct an “Open House” where invited architectural students from the 

School of New Design and the Modernist Society of San Diego, San Diego Modernism, the 
media and the public can walk about the building to learn, study, and photograph the 
Complex and its character defining features. 
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3.6 Geology and Soils:  Would the project: Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Expose people or structures to potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the risk 
of loss, injury, or death involving: 

    

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the 
State Geologist for the area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42? 

    

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction?  

    

     

iv) Landslides?     

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss 
of topsoil? 

    

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable, or that would become unstable as a 
result of the project, and potentially result in 
on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?  

    

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in 
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code 
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or 
property?  

    

e) Have soils incapable of adequately 
supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative waste water disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of waste water?  
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3.6.1  Discussion of Environmental Evaluation Question 3.6 – Geological and Soil 
Resources 
The disposal of the Complex would not have an impact on geological and soil resources, or 
seismic conditions.  Development of the site by a public or private entity would be subject to 
review under the City’s regulations/permitting requirement and in accordance with CEQA.  Any 
future development would also be required to include mitigation measures that would avoid or 
minimize direct impacts to geologic or soil resources. 

 

3.6.2  Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
No Mitigation is required. 

 

 

  

3.7  Greenhouse Gas Emissions:  Would the project:     

a)  Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly 
or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment? 

While Caltrans has included this good 
faith effort in order to provide the public 
and decision-makers as much 
information as possible about the 
project, it is Caltrans determination that 
in the absence of further regulatory or 
scientific information related to GHG 
emissions and CEQA significance, it is 
too speculative to make a significance 
determination regarding the project’s 
direct and indirect impact with respect 
to climate change. Caltrans does 
remain firmly committed to 
implementing measures to help reduce 
the potential effects of the project.  

 

 

3.7.1 Discussion of Environmental Evaluation Question 3.7 – Green House Gas 
Emissions 
The proposed Project would not generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment. 

 

3.7.2 Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
No Mitigation is required. 
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3.8  Hazards  and Hazardous Materials:   

Would the project:  

 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

 

No 
Impact 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment through the routine transport, 
use, or disposal of hazardous materials?  

    

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment through reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions 
involving the release of hazardous materials 
into the environment?  

    

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle 
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile 
of an existing or proposed school?  

    

d) Be located on a site which is included on a 
list of hazardous materials sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a 
significant hazard to the public or the 
environment?  

    

e) For a project located within an airport land 
use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or 
public use airport, would the project result in a 
safety hazard for people residing or working in 
the project area?  

    

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the project result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the 
project area?  

    

g) Impair implementation of or physically 
interfere with an adopted emergency response 
plan or emergency evacuation plan?  

    

h) Expose people or structures to a significant 
risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland 
fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to 
urbanized areas or where residences are 
intermixed with wildlands?  
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3.8.1 Regulatory Setting 
 
Hazardous materials and hazardous wastes are regulated by many state and federal laws.  
These include not only specific statutes governing hazardous waste, but also a variety of laws 
regulating air and water quality, human health and land use.   

The primary federal laws regulating hazardous wastes/materials are the Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA) and the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA).  The purpose of CERCLA, often referred to 
as Superfund, is to clean up contaminated sites so that public health and welfare are not 
compromised.  RCRA provides for “cradle to grave” regulation of hazardous wastes.  Other 
federal laws include: 

• Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act (CERFA) of 1992 

• Clean Water Act 

• Clean Air Act 

• Safe Drinking Water Act 

• Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA) 

• Atomic Energy Act 

• Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) 

• Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA) 

 

In addition to the acts listed above, Executive Order 12088, Federal Compliance with Pollution 
Control, mandates that necessary actions be taken to prevent and control environmental 
pollution when federal activities or federal facilities are involved. 

Hazardous waste in California is regulated primarily under the authority of the federal Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976, and the California Health and Safety Code.  The 
Hazardous Substance Account Act (HSAA) is the State version of CERCLA which also 
regulates hazardous waste on the State level.  Other California laws that affect hazardous 
waste are specific to handling, storage, transportation, disposal, treatment, reduction, cleanup 
and emergency planning. 

Worker health and safety and public safety are key issues when dealing with hazardous 
materials that may affect human health and the environment.  Proper disposal of hazardous 
material is vital if it is disturbed during project construction. 

 
 

3.8.2 Affected Environment 
 
The following analysis of potential hazardous waste/materials would be applicable to the 
proposed Project.  
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Asbestos Containing Materials 
 
Two hazardous waste reports have been prepared in conjunction with the Complex.  At the time 
that these reports were prepared, the facility was being used as the Caltrans District Office, and 
housed the majority of the personnel.  An Asbestos Survey and Management Plan Report was 
prepared in May 1986, and an Asbestos Survey Report was prepared in June 1999.  The 
building was surveyed by Environmental Management Inc. /Clayton Environmental Consultants, 
Inc. (EMI/CEC) in 1986, and the surveys consisted of a building inspection, bulk material 
sampling, quantification of suspect materials and photographic documentation.  Collected 
samples were shipped to and analyzed using polarized light microscopy by CEC’s American 
Industrial Hygiene Associated accredited laboratory in Southfield, Michigan.  The surveys were 
undertaken to locate, identify and document Asbestos-Containing Materials (ACMs), and to 
evaluate the risk of asbestos fiber exposure that these materials may pose to the building 
occupants. 
 
Underground Storage Tanks 
 
At one time, underground fuel storage tanks existed on site.  The last tank known to exist was a 
280 gallon diesel tank used to supply a backup power generator for the Complex.   

 
Groundwater Contamination 
 
A known groundwater – contaminated site exists to the west of the Complex, on lands owned by 
the California Department of Parks and Recreation (at 2829 San Diego Avenue).   
 
 
3.8.3 Environmental Consequences 
 
There are no consequences from this Project.  The conditions are disclosed below in the event 
a future owner pursues a project that involves construction within the Complex. 
 
Asbestos Containing Materials 
 
The surveys concluded that ACMs are present in the Complex, primarily in pipe insulation and 
fittings, floor and ceiling tiles, heater flues, and spray-applied fireproofing.  The content ranged 
from three (3) to forty-six (46) percent, by area as amosite, chrysotile or a combination.  
Generally, these materials were in good condition, and do not appear to have a high fiber 
release potential, except for the spray-applied fireproofing.  Bulk material samples were 
collected from chilled and hot water pipe insulation and fittings associated with air handling 
equipment and from domestic hot water pipe insulation and fittings.  The results of the analysis 
indicated that no asbestos was detected in the insulation on the chilled water piping (supply and 
return), but amosite and chrysotile asbestos, or a mixture of these components existed in the 
elbows and fittings.  The same components were also present in the hot water piping and 
fittings, and in portions of the batt insulation above ceiling tiles in some locations.  Asbestos was 
not detected in the boiler insulation or boiler component fittings, nor was it detected in the ceiling 
tiles or linoleum.    
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Underground Storage Tanks 
 
The underground fuel storage tank was removed in 1994 and subsequent sampling determined 
that no contamination remains at the location.  Backup power is currently provided by self-
contained generator sets with built-in fuel tanks. 
 
 
Groundwater Contamination 
 
The known groundwater – contaminated site originated from vehicle maintenance and fuel 
dispensing activities conducted on that property during the 1950’s and 60’s.  The site was 
partially remediated in the late 1990’s by the City, by removal of some of the contaminated soil 
and groundwater.  Based on monitoring well observations, Caltrans has determined that the 
migration path for the groundwater at the site is toward the west, away from the Complex.  
Therefore it is unlikely that groundwater contamination would be a hazardous waste issue.  No 
other groundwater contamination sources are known to exist in the immediate vicinity.  
 
 
Lead-Based Paint 
 
Lead based paint is known to occur in buildings that were constructed prior to 1978.  A recent 
assessment was performed to determine if the potential for lead exist in the ceramic tiles 
contained in the buildings first and second floor bathrooms.   It is presumed that these tiles are 
pre-1985 and therefore would contain some lead in the glaze. This is a potential impact that 
could occur if the building is demolished. 

                                                                                                                                                                          
 

3.8.4 Avoidance, Minimization and/or Disclosure 
 

A number of recommendations were provided in the Asbestos Survey and Management Plan 
Report and the Asbestos Survey Report that would address the identified potential hazardous 
waste concerns. They include: 
 

• Removing asbestos-containing fireproofing as soon as feasible from the 1966 portion of 
the Complex, and replacing with non-asbestos-containing material, as required. 

 
• Developing and implementing an Operations and Maintenance Plan to manage ACMs in 

all portions of the Complex buildings and facilities until removal is feasible. 
 

• Removing ACMs in all building areas prior to renovation or demolition.  All removed 
ACMs should be replaced with non-asbestos-containing material, as required. 

 
• Exposed ACMs in occupied areas should be routinely inspected (e.g. physical/water 

damage, deterioration) and repaired, removed or replaced with a non-asbestos 
substitute as conditions warrant.  

 
• Building occupants should be advised of the presence of ACMs, instructed about the 

potential health hazards and cautioned against any disturbance of these materials. 
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• Personnel, who as part of their daily work activities must directly come into contact with 
ACMs, should be provided and trained about the use of protective clothing and 
equipment and about proper asbestos abatement techniques.  Personnel should have 
routine medical surveillance monitoring according to the California Division of 
Occupational Health and Safety (CAL/OSHA) regulations. 

 
• An assessment of lead based paints shall be performed by properly trained personnel 

that are familiar with removal of such substances if the Complex is demolished.  
Removal and disposal of these materials shall be conducted in accordance with 
applicable state regulations. 

 
Cost of corrective action was estimated based on information obtained from local contractors, 
architects and historical file data. The estimate also included the cost of acoustical asbestos 
material removal, and necessary replacement items such as acoustical material and touch-up 
painting as required.  The budget total was approximately $500,000.00 (1986 dollars). 
 
Development of the site by a public or private entity would be subject to review under the City’s 
regulations/permitting requirement and in accordance with CEQA.  Any future developer would 
also be responsible for the above referenced avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures, 
or similar measures, as well as any coordination with regulatory agencies with jurisdiction over 
the location with regard to human health, clean-up and remediation. 
 

 

 
3.9.  Hydrology and Water Quality:   

Would the project:  

    

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements?  

    

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies 
or interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that there would be a net deficit 
in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local 
groundwater table level (e.g., the production 
rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to 
a level which would not support existing land 
uses or planned uses for which permits have 
been granted)? 

    

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including through 
the alteration of the course of a stream or 
river, in a manner which would result in 
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?  
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d) Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including through 
the alteration of the course of a stream or 
river, or substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a manner which 
would result in flooding on- or off-site?  

    

e) Create or contribute runoff water which 
would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff?  

    

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water 
quality?  

    

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood 
hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood 
Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate 
Map or other flood hazard delineation map?  

    

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area 
structures which would impede or redirect 
flood flows?  

    

i) Expose people or structures to a significant 
risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, 
including flooding as a result of the failure of a 
levee or dam?  

    

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow     

 
3.9.1 Discussion of Environmental Evaluation Question 3.9 – Hydrology and Water 
Quality 
The proposed Project would not violate or degrade any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements, affect groundwater supply, alter existing drainage patterns, create or 
contribute to runoff that would exceed the capacity of planned or existing drainage systems.  
 

3.9.2 Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
No Mitigation is required. 

 
 

3.10  Land Use and Planning:   
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 
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a) Physically divide an established 
community?  

    

b)Conflict with any applicable land use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project  (including, but not 
limited to the general plan, specific plan, local 
coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted 
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect?  

    

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat 
conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan?  

    

 
3.10.1 Discussion of Environmental Evaluation Question 3.10 – Land Use and Planning 
The disposal of the Complex would not have any impacts to the existing land use and planning 
requirements.  The site is located within the City’s Old Town San Diego Community Planning 
Area and any future developments would be subject to review in accordance with the City’s LDC 
including the Old San Diego Planned District Ordinance (PDO), the adopted community plan 
Architectural and Site Development Standards and Criteria, and the Historical Resources 
Regulation.  The proposed sale of the property is not subject to City review; however, any future 
development of the site would be subject to the same review as other properties in the Old 
Town San Diego Community Planning Area including environmental review in accordance with 
CEQA. 

Impacts associated with any future proposed development of the site may or may not be 
incompatible with the Old Town State Park, but would be subject to review and approval in 
accordance with CEQA and City requirements. 

 

3.10.2 Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
No Mitigation is required. 

 

 

3.11  Mineral Resources:  Would the project: Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known 
mineral resource that would be of value to the 
region and the residents of the state?  
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b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site 
delineated on a local general plan, specific 
plan or other land use plan?  

 

    

3.11.1 Discussion of Environmental Evaluation Question 3.11 – Mineral Resources 
The proposed Project would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that 
would be of value to the region and the residents of the state. 

 
3.11.2 Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
No Mitigation is required. 

 

 

3.12 Noise:  Would the project result in:  Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of 
noise levels in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies?  

    

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of 
excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels?  

    

c) A substantial permanent increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project?  

    

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase 
in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project?  

    

e) For a project located within an airport land 
use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or 
public use airport, would the project expose 
people residing or working in the project area 
to excessive noise levels? 
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f) For a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels?  

 

    

3.12.1 Discussion of Environmental Evaluation Question 3.12 – Noise 
The proposed Project does not involve construction and is not a Type 1 project as defined in 23 
CFR as 1) the construction of highway on new location; or 2) physical alteration of vertical or 
horizontal alignment of existing highway; or 3) additional through-traffic lanes, therefore it would 
not have any noise related impacts.  Caltrans extends the Type 1 definition in 23 CFR 772 to 
State highway projects without federal funding. 

 

3.12.2 Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
No Mitigation is required. 

 
 

3.13  Population and Housing:   
Would the project:  

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Induce substantial population growth in an 
area, either directly (for example, by proposing 
new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for 
example, through extension of roads or other 
infrastructure)?  

    

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing 
housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere?  

    

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

    

 
 

3.13.1 Discussion of Environmental Evaluation Question 3.13 – Population and Housing 
The disposal of the Complex would not have any impacts on population or housing.  
 

3.13.2 Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
No Mitigation is required. 
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3.14  Public Services:  Would the project:     

a) Result in substantial adverse physical 
impacts associated with the provision of new 
or physically altered governmental facilities, 
need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of 
which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times or other 
performance objectives for any of the public 
services:  

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

Fire protection?     

Police protection?     

Schools?     

Parks?     

Other public facilities?     

 
3.14.1 Discussion of Environmental Evaluation Question 3.14 – Public Services 
The proposed Project would not: cause disruption service ratios, response times or other 
performance objectives for fire protection, police protection, schools, parks or other public 
facilities. 

The City provides solid waste collection, recycling and disposal services to residences and 
small businesses that comply with regulation set forth in the Municipal Code and meet specific 
eligibility criteria.  Any proposed future project should consider and plan for the mitigation of 
solid waste impacts during all phases, including demolition, construction and occupancy. 

 

3.14.2 Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
No Mitigation is required. 

 

3.15  Recreation: 

 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Would the project increase the use of 
existing neighborhood and regional parks or 
other recreational facilities such that 
substantial physical deterioration of the facility 
would occur or be accelerated? 
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b) Does the project include recreational 
facilities or require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities which might 
have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment? 

    

 

3.15.1 Discussion of Environmental Evaluation Question 3.15 – Recreation 
The proposed Project would not have any impacts on recreational facilities.  Impacts associated 
with any future proposed development of the site may or may not be incompatible with the Old 
Town State Park, but would be subject to review and approval in accordance with CEQA and 
City requirements. 

 

3.15.2 Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
No Mitigation is required. 

 

 

3.16 Transportation/Traffic:   

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance 
or policy establishing measures of 
effectiveness for the performance of the 
circulation system, taking into account all 
modes of transportation including mass transit 
and non-motorized travel and relevant 
components of the circulation system, 
including but not limited to intersections, 
streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian 
and bicycle paths, and mass transit? 

    

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion 
management program, including, but not 
limited to level of service standards and travel 
demand measures, or other standards 
established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated roads or 
highways? 

    

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, 
including either an increase in traffic levels or 
a change in location that result in substantial 
safety risks? 
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d) Substantially increase hazards due to a 
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses 
(e.g., farm equipment)? 

    

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?     

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans or 
programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or 
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the 
performance or safety of such facilities? 

    

 

3.16.1 Discussion of Environmental Evaluation Question 3.16– Transportation/Traffic 
The proposed Project would not have any transportation or traffic related impacts.  Any future 
development of the site would require consulting the City’s CEQA Significance Thresholds when 
evaluating impacts to the City’s surrounding roadway system.  

 

3.16.2 Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
No Mitigation is required. 

 
3.17 Utilities and Service Systems:   

Would the project: 

 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

 

No 
Impact 

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of 
the applicable Regional Water Quality Control 
Board? 

    

b) Require or result in the construction of new 
water or wastewater treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

   

c) Require or result in the construction of new 
storm water drainage facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental effects?

   

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to 
serve the project from existing entitlements 
and resources, or are new or expanded 
entitlements needed? 

   



Chapter 3.0 CEQA Environmental Checklist 
 
 

 
December 2011                                                                                  29                        Disposal of the Former District Office Complex 

 
 
 

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider which serves or may serve 
the project that it has adequate capacity to 
serve the project’s projected demand in 
addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments? 

   

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient 
permitted capacity to accommodate the 
project’s solid waste disposal needs? 

   

g) Comply with federal, state, and local 
statutes and regulations related to solid 
waste? 

   

3.17.1 Discussion of Environmental Evaluation Question 3.17 – Utilities and Service 
Systems 
The disposal of the Complex would not have any impacts to utilities and service systems.  Any 
new and/or replacement public water and sewer facilities associated with future development of 
the site would be subject to the most current version of the City’s Water Facility Design 
Guidelines, Sewer Design Guide and any other applicable regulations, standards and practices.  
Any work proposed by a future development that would exist within the City’s Public Right-of 
Way would require review by Development Services and the Public Utility Department, and 
approval of the City Engineer. 

 

3.17.2 Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
No Mitigation is required. 
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3.18 Mandatory findings of Significance Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Does the project have the potential to 
degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or 
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, 
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, substantially reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant 
or animal or eliminate important examples of 
the major periods of California history or 
prehistory? 

    

b) Does the project have impacts that are 
individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable" 
means that the incremental effects of a project 
are considerable when viewed in connection 
with the effects of past projects, the effects of 
other current projects, and the effects of 
probable future projects)? 

    

c) Does the project have environmental effects 
which will cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or indirectly? 

    

 

3.18.1 Discussion of Environmental Evaluation Question 3.18 – Mandatory findings of 
Significance  

The proposed Project does not have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment for 
fish or wildlife species, does not threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, or have 
environmental effects which would be cumulatively considerable, or cause substantial adverse 
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. 

Impacts associated with any future proposed development of the site may or may not be 
incompatible with the Old Town State Park, but would be subject to review and approval in 
accordance with CEQA and City requirements. 

 

3.18.2 Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
No Mitigation is required. 
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CHAPTER 4.0 – COMMENTS AND COORDINATION   
 
Early and continuing coordination with the appropriate public agencies and the general public is 
an essential part of the environmental process to determine the scope of environmental 
documentation, the level of analysis, potential impacts and mitigation measures and related 
environmental requirements.  Agency consultation and public participation for this Project have 
been accomplished through formal and informal methods, including community group and 
planning group presentations, and by the Notice of Preparation (NOP) process.  
 
Pursuant to CEQA, an EIR was prepared for the Project. The NOP was issued by the State 
Clearinghouse on June 1, 2011, and the review was completed on June 30, 2011. Comments 
on the NOP were received from the Native American Heritage Commission, the Department of 
Toxic Substances Control, the Save Our Heritage Organisation, the City of San Diego, the 
Department of Parks and Recreation, and from California State Senate Representative, 
Christine Kehoe.  These letters are included below.  They have been carefully considered in the 
preparation of this EIR.  Some of the letters express concern that the property will not be 
transferred to DPR.  Caltrans has made a concerted effort over a number of years to work 
directly with DPR on the option of a direct transfer, and these efforts are discussed previously in 
this document.  Some of the letters also indicate a concern for a future impact (from some future 
project/construction by a future owner) to the Old Town State Park, in the event of an 
incompatible use being allowed on the property.  Such a possible future project on the property 
would need to be permitted by the City of San Diego and would likely need to show that it is 
compatible with the Old Town San Diego historic area prior to approval.  The future owner may 
decide to use the current building without demolition. Caltrans would have no control over any 
such future activity, and the possibilities are too speculative to make a conclusion regarding 
cumulative impact. 
 
A public hearing was be held on August 30, 2011, from 5:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. at the current 
California Department of Transportation District 11 Office, 4050 Taylor Street, Garcia Room, 
San Diego, CA  92110.  The hearing was attended by 14 people, and comments were 
encouraged.  Two oral comments were made by Clay Phillips from the DPR, and local resident 
Patricia Fillet. In addition, comment sheets were made available; however, no written comments 
were received.  A total of 89 comment letters were received during the public comment period, 
along with a petition with 500+ signatures, which was submitted by Chuck Ross from Fiesta De 
Reyes.  The comment letters and a single sample page from the petition are included below, 
along with the corresponding responses.  
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NOP Recorded by the County Recorder 
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NOP Recorded by the County Recorder 
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Native American Heritage Commission NOP Comment Letter 
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Native American Heritage Commission NOP Comment Letter 
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Native American Heritage Commission NOP Comment Letter 
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Department of Toxic Substances Control NOP Comment Letter 
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Department of Toxic Substances Control NOP Comment Letter 
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Department of Parks and Recreation NOP Comment Letter 
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Save Our Heritage Organisation NOP Comment Letter 
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Save Our Heritage Organisation NOP Comment Letter 
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Save Our Heritage Organisation NOP Comment Letter 
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Save Our Heritage Organisation NOP Comment Letter 
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Save Our Heritage Organisation NOP Comment Letter 
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Save Our Heritage Organisation NOP Comment Letter 
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Senator Christine Kehoe NOP Comment Letter 
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Senator Christine Kehoe NOP Comment Letter 
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Senator Christine Kehoe NOP Comment Letter 
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City of San Diego NOP Comment Letter 
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City of San Diego NOP Comment Letter 
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Draft EIR Notice of Availability  
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Draft EIR Notice of Completion 
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4.1 LIST OF PERSONS, ORGANIZATIONS AND PUBLIC AGENCIES THAT 
COMMENTED ON THE DRAFT EIR 

 
A Draft EIR for the proposed Project was circulated for public review from August 19, 2011 to October 3, 
2011.  A total of 89 comment letters were received during the public comment period, along with a petition 
with 500+ signatures.  Agencies, organizations, special interest groups and individuals that submitted 
comments on the project are listed below and organized by category. 
 
LETTER DESIGNATION COMMENTOR 

State Agencies  
A San Diego River Conservancy
B Native American Heritage Commission
C Department of Toxic Substances Control
D California State Parks, SD Coast District 

Local Agencies  
E City of San Diego

Elected Officials  
F Honorable Christine Kehoe, California State Senate

Interested Parties  
G Clay Phillips (Public Hearing comments submitted via Certified Court 

Reporter) 
H Patricia Fillet (Public Hearing comments submitted via Certified Court 

Reporter) 
I San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. 
J Mission Hills Heritage (submitted by Debbie Quillin/Barry Hagar and 

Susan Lehman) 
K Torrey Pines Docent Society
L Kwaaymii Tribal Government (submitted by Courtney Coyle, Attorney 

at Law for Camen Lucas) 
M Veijas Tribal Government (submitted by Robert Welch, Kimberly 

Mettler and Denise Strobridge-Elwell) 
M Lipay Nation of Santa Ysabel 
O Fiesta De Reyes
P Robert Wohl
Q Abel Silvas
R Julia Simms
S Susan Brandt-Hawley
T Jan Rochon
U Stephanie Jackel
V Martina Schimitschek
W Daniel Soderberg
X Sari Reznick
Y Melvin and Ellen Sweet
Z Bjorn Palenius

AA Dorothy Strout
BB Stephen Weber
CC Sondra Kelley
DD Stephen Gordon
EE Nancy Brickson
FF Betty Hauck
GG Linda Stouffer
HH Patricia Cologne
II Kimberly Claffy
  

JJ Form Letter #1 Submitted by:
 Old Town San Diego Chamber of Commerce (Grand)
 Bazaar Del Mundo  (Powers)
 Centro Cultural de la Raza (Savage)
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 Lizeth Duarte
 University of San Diego (McClain)
 Old Town Trolley Tours & Seal Tours of San Diego (Thornton) 
 Cold Stone (Ferrell)
 Booster of Old Town State Historic Park (Ferrell)
 University of California, San Diego (Truant)
 San Diego State University (Mallios Ph.D.)
 Five & Dime General Store (Kanbara)
 Robert Barros
 Gloria Sterling Ph.D.
 Corrine McCall
 Ryan Ross
 Jean Ryan
 Robert Watrous
 Barbara Mitchell
 Dora Brandon
 Elizabeth Weems
 Allen Hazard
 James Nelson
 Kathleen Baburabe
 Waskah Whelan
 Jay MacAskill
 Jack and Helen Ofield
 Wade Fosdick
 Alfred Mazur
 Patricia Strehle
 Loretta McNeely
 Debbie Pedersen
 Christa Vragel
 Pauline Nelson
 R.C. Melendez
 Carol Lindemulder
 Robert Brandt
 Cynthia Barron
 Carrie Gregory
 Adriana Tamayo
 Maria Cowan
 Greg Truesdale
 Georgia Callian
 Betty Marshall
 R. Larry Schmitt, M.D.
 Kim and Brian Adler
 Karen Lawrence
 James Stafford
 Linda Canada
 Ann Zahner
 Sandy Burgamy
  

KK Form Letter #2 Submitted by:
 Old Town Community Planning Group (Thornton)
 Mt. Tamalpais Interpretive Association ( Komer)
 Tienda de Reyes (Feuerstein and Simmons)
 California League of Parks Association (Schoff)

 
Each of these pieces of correspondence was assigned a letter designation, as noted above.  Each 
comment is designated by both the letter assigned, and the number assigned to the comment (e.g. A-1, 
A-2) and so on.)  Each letter is reprinted herein, along with the written response.   
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The following pages provide the comment letter on the left side, with each substantive comment 
bracketed and numbered in the right-hand margin, and correspondingly numbered responses to each 
comment on the right-hand side.  The majority of the comments received were via form letter. Where 
similar/same comments were received from multiple sources, a single response is provided. Where 
related comments were contained in the same letter, the reader may be referred to another applicable 
response. 
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COMMENTS (Letter A) 

 

 

RESPONSES (Letter A) 

Thank you for your comments and your interest in this project. 
 
A-1 Comment noted. 
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COMMENTS (Letter A) 

 

 

RESPONSES (Letter A) 

A-2 On January 31, 2006, the Caltrans sent a Letter of Offer 
to Sell the District Office Complex.  The letter was sent to 23 
state and local agencies, including your parent agency the State 
Resources Agency.  The only agencies that expressed a formal 
interest were SANDAG and the DPR.  It is our position that 
formal notification to your agency has been fulfilled by this 
action.  The Secretary of Resources Agency is a Governing 
Board Member of the San Diego River Conservancy (SDRC), 
and the Secretary (or designee) is present at the SDRC’s 
bimonthly meetings.     The next step in the process is to begin 
marketing the complex for a planned auction sale in early 2012. 
As preparations for this occurs, Caltrans continues to look for 
opportunities to dispose of this excess property. 
 
A-3 Comment noted. 
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COMMENTS (Letter A) 

 

 

RESPONSES (Letter A) 
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COMMENTS (Letter B) 
 

 
 

 
 

RESPONSES (Letter B) 

Thank you for your comments and your interest in this project. 
 
B-1 Comment noted. 
 
B-2 Comment noted. 
 
B-3 Thank you for providing information regarding cultural 
resources, protocol, and procedural practices. 
 
B-4 Comment noted. 
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COMMENTS (Letter B) 

 

 

RESPONSES (Letter B) 

B-5 As part of the CEQA process, the NOP was sent to your 
agency, and your response included a list of tribes that should be 
contacted.  A copy of the Draft EIR was sent to each of the tribes 
that were listed in your correspondence, and comments were 
received from two of the tribes.  Their correspondence has been 
included in this Final EIR. 
 
B-6 Comment noted. 
 
B-7 Once the building is transferred out of State ownership, 
the City of San Diego would assume Lead Agency responsibility 
under CEQA, with any future development of the site being 
subject to the City’s Land Development Code (LDC) and its 
implementing regulations and requirements. 
 
B-8 Comment noted. 
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COMMENTS (Letter B) 

 

 

 

RESPONSES (Letter B) 
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COMMENTS (Letter C) 
 

 
 

 
 

RESPONSES (Letter C) 

Thank you for your comments and your interest in this project. 
 
C-1 Comments submitted during the NOP process were 
addressed in the Draft EIR.  The project as proposed would not 
cause a hazardous waste impact.   
 
C-2 Thank you for the information.  Once the building is 
transferred out of State ownership, the City of San Diego would 
assume Lead Agency responsibility under CEQA, with any future 
development of the site being subject to the City’s LDC and its 
implementing regulations and requirements. 
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COMMENTS (Letter C) 

 

 

RESPONSES (Letter C) 
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COMMENTS (Letter D) 

 

 

RESPONSES (Letter D) 

Thank you for your comments and your interest in this project. 
 
D-1 Caltrans has not eliminated the possibility of transferring 
the property for use in the Old Town San Diego State Historic 
Park.  As you are aware, Caltrans and DPR worked 
cooperatively for many years to create a viable solution to 
transfer the Complex to DPR.   DPR was not able to meet the 
conditions necessary for the purchase of the property.  Other 
solutions were considered but ultimately an agreement could not 
be reached.  We are committed to disposing of this excess 
property as quickly as possible.   
 
Caltrans continues to look for opportunities to work with DPR to 
find a reasonable way to transfer the property for use in the Old 
Town San Diego State Historic Park. 
 
D-2 Comment noted. 
 
D-3 As state above, Caltrans has not eliminated the option of 
transferring the Complex to the DPR.  Page 8 of the Draft EIR 
states that a workable mitigation program to satisfy the transfer 
of the Complex from Caltrans to the DPR could not be 
established, so the process ceased.   
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COMMENTS (Letter D) 

 

 

RESPONSES (Letter D) 

D-4 Comment noted. 
 
D-5 Caltrans would be selling the Complex “as is”, and outside of 
the routine maintenance that is performed to maintain a vacant 
facility, no improvements have been made.  
 
D-6 Comment noted. 
 
D-7 To maximize the value of the subject parcel, the State's 
appraisal includes a complete Highest and Best Use (HABU) 
analysis as if vacant and as improved considering the legal 
permissibility, physically possible, financially feasible, and maximally 
productive use.  The HABU is determined to be to demolish existing 
building improvements to allow for redevelopment (5 year holding 
period) as a vacant commercial retail site.  Therefore, after 
considering the three methods of valuation (Cost, Sales Comparison, 
and Income) the preferred method of valuation is the Sales 
Comparison approach based on vacant land sales comparables.  
The cost for demolishing the building improvements is considered 
once the land value is determined. The State's appraisal report dated 
March 2011 includes land comparables that indicate a land value of 
$10,750,000, or $100/s.f.  Deductions for demolition and removal of 
hazardous material in the amount of $2,124,000 are included and 
result in a land value of $8,625,000.  An adjustment for market 
conditions as of September 2011. 
 
D-8 thru D-13 The project as proposed, disposal of excess 
property, would not cause impact to any of the environmental 
resources referenced in your letter.  Once the building is transferred 
out of State ownership, the City of San Diego would assume Lead 
Agency responsibility under CEQA, with any future development of 
the site being subject to the City’s LDC and its implementing 
regulations and requirements. 
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COMMENTS (Letter D) 

 

 

RESPONSES (Letter D) 

D-14 A Table of Contents has been added to this Final EIR. 
 
D-15 Transfer of the Complex to the DPR was not considered 
mitigation for the new District 11 Office Complex.  The Final EIR 
(2001) for the construction of the New Caltrans District Office 
Building stated that the former Complex would be subject to the 
States surplus process for disposal of excess property or it could be 
disposed of through an action of the State legislature (as described 
on page 4 of the Draft and Final EIR). 
 
D-16 See response D-3 
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COMMENTS (Letter D) 

 

 

RESPONSES (Letter D) 

D-17 Comment noted. 
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COMMENTS (Letter E) 

 

 

RESPONSES (Letter E) 

Thank you for your comments and your interest in this project. 
 
E-1 Caltrans has included this information in this Final EIR. 
 
E-2 The Land Use and Permitting information has been added to 
the Final EIR. 
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COMMENTS (Letter E) 

 

 
 

RESPONSES (Letter E) 

 
E-3 The information related to Cultural Resources has been 
added to the Final EIR. 
 
E-4 The Transportation/Circulation information has been 
added to the Final EIR. 
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COMMENTS (Letter E) 

 

 

RESPONSES (Letter E) 

 
E-5 The information related to Public Utilities has been 
included in the Final EIR. 
 
E-6 The impacts associated with solid waste as it would relate 
to a future development are unknown, and would be speculative.  
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COMMENTS (Letter F) 
 

 
 
 
 

RESPONSES (Letter F) 

Thank you for your comments and your interest in this project. 
 
F-1 Caltrans did not dismiss the option of transferring the 
complex to the DPR.  As stated in the DEIR, Section 2.1, discussions 
regarding the possibility of transferring ownership to the DPR for use 
in the Old Town San Diego State Historic Park began as early as 
1991. Caltrans and DPR worked cooperatively for several years to 
establish an agreement in which the transfer of the Complex to DRP 
could occur.  Most recently on October 29, 2010, Caltrans and DPR 
management met to make one last attempt to create a workable 
solution.   A workable solution could not be agreed upon.  At that 
time, Caltrans determined that disposal of the Complex through the 
Excess/Surplus Property process would be initiated. 

Even while Caltrans is preparing the excess land sale auction, 
Caltrans continues to look for opportunities to work with DPR to find 
a reasonable way to transfer the property for use in the Old Town 
San Diego State Historic Park. 

 
F-2 Comment noted. 
 
F-3 See response F-1 
 
F-4 The proposed project would not have significant unmitigable 
environmental impacts.  The intent of the Draft EIR is to transfer 
property out of State ownership; there will be absolutely no ground 
disturbance associated with this action.  The potential to impact 
buried cultural resources, should they exist, is therefore non-existent.  
The proposed project would not cause impact to the Old Town 
community, tourism, recreational access, the historic viewshed, the 
long term protection of historic or cultural resources, or to any buried 
resources that may exist beneath the building. 
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COMMENTS (Letter F) 

 

 

RESPONSES (Letter F) 

Any archaeological resources beneath the building, should they 
exist, were not formally evaluated due to the nature of the project.  
Evaluation of buried resources would have necessitated the 
demolition of the Complex.  In the transfer of title to a new property 
owner it will be disclosed that there is the potential for buried or 
subsurface cultural resources to exist beneath the Complex.  Also 
any future development would be subject to CEQA with the City of 
San Diego acting as lead agency.  Please see the City of San Diego 
comment letter (October 3, 2011) which explains the steps that 
would be required should a new owner decide to demolish the 
existing building. 
 
Available As Built plans for the wing of the building that was completed 
in 1964 (which includes the construction of a basement floor), 
illustrates that approximately 220 subsurface piles were driven, ranging 
in depth from 15 feet to 26 feet.  This subsurface activity could have 
significantly disturbed any potential archaeological resources beneath 
the building should they exist at these depths. 
 
F-5 Comment noted. 
 
F-6 As stated in the DEIR, Section 2.1 and reiterated in Response 
to Comments D-1 and F-1, discussions regarding the possibility of 
transferring ownership to the DPR for use in the Old Town San Diego 
State Historic Park have occurred for over the past two decades.  A 
Memorandum of Understanding was developed between Caltrans and 
the DPR in October 2008 to outline the basis of a future agreement for 
DPR to purchase the Complex from Caltrans.  DPR was not able to 
meet the conditions necessary for the purchase of the property.  Other 
solutions were considered but ultimately an agreement could not be 
reached.   

F-7 Comment noted. 

F-8 Comment noted. 

F-9 Comment noted. 
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COMMENTS (Letter F) 

 

 
 

RESPONSES (Letter F) 

F-10 See response F-6 
 
F-11 See response D-7 
 
F-12 See response D-15 
 
F-13 Comment noted. 
 
F-14 As stated on Page 4 of the EIR, Streets and Code Section 118 
permits Caltrans to sell, contract to sell, sell by trust deed, or exchange 
real properties or interests in properties, in the manner and upon 
terms, standards, and conditions established by the CTC when 
Caltrans determines that any real property or interest acquired by 
Caltrans for transportation purposes is no longer necessary for those 
purposes.  Once these properties have been identified, they can be 
disposed of through public sale.   
 
F-15 Comment noted. 
 
F-16 Comment noted. 
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COMMENTS (Letter F) 

 

 
 

RESPONSES (Letter F) 

F-17 See response A-2 
 
F-18 See Response F-4 
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COMMENTS (Letter G) 

 

 

RESPONSES (Letter G) 

Thank you for your comments and your interest in this project. 
 
G-1 See response O-1 
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COMMENTS (Letter G) 

 

 

RESPONSES (Letter G) 

 
G-2 See responses M-1 thru M-4 
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COMMENTS (Letter H) 

 

 

RESPONSES (Letter H) 

Thank you for your comments and your interest in this project. 
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COMMENTS (Letter H) 

 

 

RESPONSES (Letter H) 
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COMMENTS (Letter I) 

 

 

 

RESPONSES (Letter I) 

Thank you for your comments and your interest in this project. 
 
I-1 The Historical Resources Evaluation Report prepared for the 
Complex identifies both interior and exterior character defining features 
that exemplify the “Modernist” office building.   
The Supplemental Historical Resources Compliance Report prepared 
for the Complex fully documents Caltrans efforts to determine the 
feasibility of disposing of the property with protective covenants, as 
well as proposed measures to mitigate adverse effects. 
 
I-2 The NOP and Draft EIR are the mechanism whereby the 
public is provided the opportunity to review the project information and 
provide comments.  Per the CEQA process, any overriding 
considerations would be presented during the Final environmental 
document process. 
 
I-3 The Draft EIR included three alternatives:  1) Disposal of the 
Complex without covenants or restrictions to a public or private entity; 
2) Transferring the Complex to the DPR; and 3) the No option 
alternative.  After exhaustive efforts of researching the potential to 
market the building with protective covenants, and transferring the 
building to the DPR, Caltrans determined that selling the building 
without protective covenants or restrictions is the only viable 
alternative. 
 
CEQA requires that an EIR describe a reasonable range of 
alternatives, and these alternatives need not be analyzed to the same 
level.  As stated on Page 4 of the Draft EIR, “excess land disposal 
activities are considered projects under CEQA, but are categorically 
exempt. The exception to the exemption is where the project may 
cause a substantial adverse change to the significance of a historical 
resource, such as the proposed project.”  
 
I-4 If no acceptable offers are received, Caltrans would continue 
to own and maintain a vacant facility. 
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COMMENTS (Letter I) 

 

 

RESPONSES (Letter I) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Chapter 4.0 Comments and Coordination 

 

 December 2011                                                                                                                         81                                                         Disposal of the Former District Office Complex 
 

COMMENTS (Letter J) 

 

 
 

RESPONSES (Letter J) 

Thank you for your comments and your interest in this project. 
 
J-1 See responses D-1 and F-1 
 
J-2 Comment noted. 
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COMMENTS (Letter K) 

 

 

RESPONSES (Letter K) 

Thank you for your comments and your interest in this project. 
 
K-1 See responses D-1 and F-1 
 
K-2 Comment noted. 
 
K-3 Comment noted. 
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COMMENTS (Letter L) 

 
 
 
 

RESPONSES (Letter L) 

Thank you for your comments and your interest in this project. 
 
L-1 See response D-8 
 
L-2 We agree that the use of forensic dogs has value, but Caltrans 
is not proposing any ground disturbing activities and therefore declines 
their use.  Evaluation of buried resources would have necessitated the 
demolition of the Complex.  In the transfer of title to a new property 
owner it will be disclosed that there is the potential for buried or 
subsurface cultural resources to exist beneath the Complex.  Also any 
future development would be subject to CEQA with the City of San 
Diego acting as lead agency.  Please see the City of San Diego 
comment letter which explains the steps that would be required should 
a new owner decide to demolish the existing building. 
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COMMENTS (Letter L) 

 

 
 

RESPONSES (Letter L) 

L-3 Native American consultation was not conducted because it 
was determined that no prehistoric cultural resources would be 
impacted by the transfer of ownership of the Complex.  We respectfully 
decline your request for government to government consultation given 
that the action has zero potential to impact buried cultural resources.  
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COMMENTS (Letter M) 

 

 

 

RESPONSES (Letter M) 

Thank you for your comments and your interest in this project. 
 
M-1 Although briefly discussed in the Draft EIR (because they will 
not be impacted by the proposed project), Caltrans is aware that there 
is the potential for buried resources (associated with Old Town San 
Diego as well as prehistoric archaeological resources) to exist beneath 
the existing Complex.  The intent of the Draft EIR is to transfer property 
out of State ownership; there will be absolutely no ground disturbance 
associated with this action.  The potential to impact buried cultural 
resources, should they exist, is therefore non-existent.  The proposed 
project would not cause impact to any buried cultural resources that 
may exist beneath the building. 
 
M-2 Any archaeological resources beneath the building, should 
they exist, were not formally evaluated due to the nature of the project.  
Evaluation of buried resources would have required the demolition of 
the Complex.  In the transfer of title to a new property owner it will be 
disclosed that there is the potential for buried or subsurface cultural 
resources to exist beneath the Complex.  Also any future development 
would be subject to CEQA with the City of San Diego acting as lead 
agency.  Please see the City of San Diego comment letter which 
explains the steps that would be required should a new owner decide 
to demolish the existing building. 
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COMMENTS (Letter M) 

 

 

RESPONSES (Letter M) 

M-3 Determinations as to the significance of any buried cultural 
resources were not made given that the transfer of property would not 
cause an impact to ay cultural buried cultural resources, should they 
exist.  Should any new owner of the Complex decide to demolish the 
building, they would be subject to CEQA and determinations of the 
significance would be made by the City of San Diego during the new 
owner’s project development process. 
 
M-4  The City as lead agency would assume responsibility under 
CEQA and any future development of the site would be subject to the 
provisions of the city’s Land Development Code and its applicable 
implementing regulations.  If demolition of the existing building and 
redevelopment of the site is proposed, and archaeological mitigation 
program would be required in accordance with the City’s Historical 
Resources Guidelines.  Please see the City of San Diego comment 
letter which explains the steps that would be required should a new 
owner decide to demolish the existing building. 
 
Available As Built plans for the wing of the building that was completed 
in 1964 (which includes the construction of a basement floor), 
illustrates that approximately 220 subsurface piles were driven, ranging 
in depth from 15 feet to 26 feet.  This subsurface activity could have 
significantly disturbed any potential archaeological resources beneath 
the building should they exist at these depths. 
 
Please be aware that Caltrans does not consider prehistoric resources 
“second class” resources.  As stated above, we are aware that there is 
the potential to encounter buried prehistoric and historic cultural 
resources should the building be demolished by a new owner.  
However, Caltrans is not proposing to demolish the existing building 
and we therefore concluded that the current action will not impact any 
important buried resources, should they exist. 
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COMMENTS (Letter M) 

 

 

 

RESPONSES (Letter M) 

M-5 An archival review was conducted of the subject parcel to 
identify previously recorded cultural resources.  We concur that there 
may be buried resources beneath the building.  As noted above, any 
archaeological resources beneath the building, should they exist, were 
not formally evaluated due to the nature of the project.   
Evaluation would have required the demolition of the building. 
 
M-6 Comment noted. 
 
M-7 As previously discussed, in the transfer of ownership to the 
new property owner, it will be disclosed that there is the potential for 
buried or subsurface cultural resources to exist beneath the Complex 
and any future development would be subject to CEQA with the City of 
San Diego acting as the lead agency. 
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COMMENTS (Letter M) 

 

 

 

RESPONSES (Letter M) 

M-8 Native American consultation was not conducted because it 
was determined that no prehistoric cultural resources would be 
impacted by the transfer of ownership of the Complex.  We respectfully 
decline your request for government to government consultation given 
that the action has zero potential to impact buried cultural resources.  
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COMMENTS (Letter N) 

 

 

RESPONSES (Letter N) 

Thank you for your comments and your interest in this project. 
 
N-1 Although briefly discussed in the Draft EIR (because they will 
not be impacted by the proposed project), Caltrans is aware that there 
is the potential for buried resources (associated with Old Town San 
Diego as well as prehistoric archaeological resources) to exist beneath 
the existing Complex.  The intent of the Draft EIR is to transfer property 
out of State ownership; there will be absolutely no ground disturbance 
associated with this action.  The potential to impact buried cultural 
resources, should they exist, is therefore non-existent.  The proposed 
project would not cause impact to any buried cultural resources that 
may exist beneath the building. 
 
Any archaeological resources beneath the building, should they exist, 
were not formally evaluated due to the nature of the project.  
Evaluation of buried resources would have required the demolition of 
the Complex.  In the transfer of title to a new property owner it will be 
disclosed that there is the potential for buried or subsurface cultural 
resources to exist beneath the Complex.  Also any future development 
would be subject to CEQA with the City of San Diego acting as lead 
agency.  Please see the City of San Diego comment letter which 
explains the steps that would be required should a new owner decide 
to demolish the existing building. 
 
N-2 Determinations as to the significance of any buried cultural 
resources were not made given that the transfer of property would not 
cause an impact to ay cultural buried cultural resources, should they 
exist.  Should any new owner of the Complex decide to demolish the 
building, they would be subject to CEQA and determinations of the 
significance would be made by the City of San Diego during the new 
owner’s project development process. 
 
The City as lead agency would assume responsibility under CEQA and 
any future development of the site would be subject to the provisions of 
the city’s Land Development Code and its applicable implementing 
regulations.  If demolition of the existing building and redevelopment of 
the site is proposed, and archaeological mitigation program would be 
required in accordance with the City’s Historical Resources Guidelines. 
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COMMENTS (Letter N) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

RESPONSES (Letter N) 

Please see the City of San Diego comment letter which explains the 
steps that would be required should a new owner decide to demolish 
the existing building. 
 
Available As Built plans for the wing of the building that was completed 
in 1964 (which includes the construction of a basement floor), 
illustrates that approximately 220 subsurface piles were driven, ranging 
in depth from 15 feet to 26 feet.  This subsurface activity could have 
significantly disturbed any potential archaeological resources beneath 
the building should they exist at these depths. 
 
Please be aware that Caltrans does not consider prehistoric resources 
“second class” resources.  As stated above, we are aware that there is 
the potential to encounter buried prehistoric and historic cultural 
resources should the building be demolished by a new owner.  
However, Caltrans is not proposing to demolish the existing building 
and we therefore concluded that the current action will not impact any 
important buried resources, should they exist. 
 
An archival review was conducted of the subject parcel to identify 
previously recorded cultural resources.  We concur that there may be 
buried resources beneath the building.  As noted above, any 
archaeological resources beneath the building, should they exist, were 
not formally evaluated due to the nature of the project.   
Evaluation would have required the demolition of the building. 
 
Native American consultation was not conducted because it was 
determined that no prehistoric cultural resources would be impacted by 
the transfer of ownership of the Complex.  We respectfully decline your 
request for government to government consultation given that the 
action has zero potential to impact buried cultural resources.  
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COMMENTS (Letter O) 

 

 

RESPONSES (Letter O) 

Thank you for your comments and your interest in this project. 
 
O-1 A complete and thorough HABU (Highest and Best Use) 
analysis is critical to maximize the value of the subject parcel and 
determine the most appropriate method of valuation and for the 
selection of the types of comparables for the Sales Comparison 
approach.  The State’s appraisal report must comply with USPAP 
(Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice) and follows the 
Appraisal Institute’s recommended appraisal valuation process.  The 
Broker's Opinion of Value (BOV) is not an appraisal. In providing 
opinions of value, brokers are not held to the same professional 
standard as appraisers.   
 
To maximize the value of the subject parcel, the State's appraisal 
includes a complete Highest and Best Use (HABU) analysis as if 
vacant and as improved considering the legal permissibility, physically 
possible, financially feasible, and maximally productive use.  The 
HABU is determined to be to demolish existing building improvements 
to allow for redevelopment (5 year holding period) as a vacant 
commercial retail site.  Therefore, after considering the three methods 
of valuation (Cost, Sales Comparison, and Income) the preferred 
method of valuation is the Sales Comparison approach based on 
vacant land sales comparables.  The cost for demolishing the building 
improvements is considered once the land value is determined. The 
State's appraisal report dated March 2011 includes land comparables 
that indicate a land value of $10,750,000, or $100/s.f.  Deductions for 
demolition and removal of hazardous material in the amount of 
$2,124,000 are included and result in a land value of $8,625,000.  An 
adjustment for market conditions as of September 2011  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Chapter 4.0 Comments and Coordination 

 

 December 2011                                                                                                                         92                                                         Disposal of the Former District Office Complex 
 

COMMENTS (Letter O) 
 

 
 

 

RESPONSES (Letter O) 

indicated commercial properties have continued to decline an 
additional 10%, therefore, the concluded value is $7,551,000. 
 
The Broker's Opinion of Value (BOV) does not include a complete 
HABU analysis instead it assumes there is a viable operating 
commercial office building.  The BOV values the subject property 
under each method of valuation.  In both the Sales Comparison and 
Income approach to value, the subject parcel is valued with the 
hypothetical viable operating commercial office building in place and 
the cost of renovation for the existing building and the required parking 
is discounted resulting in a negative value for the subject parcel.  
Obviously, the cost of renovation and parking is not a financially 
feasible option.  If the BOV assumes a hypothetical new building, it 
would not require renovation and the cost to renovate the existing 
building should not be applied; and if the BOV assumes renovation of 
the existing building will take place, the analysis clearly shows this is 
not a financially feasible option.  The BOV’s analysis supports the 
conclusion that the HABU for the subject parcel is to demolish and 
redevelop the vacant land as a commercial retail site. 
 
O-2 See response D-8 
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COMMENTS (Letter O) 

 

 

RESPONSES (Letter O) 

 
O-3 Seen responses D-1 and F-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Chapter 4.0 Comments and Coordination 

 

 December 2011                                                                                                                         94                                                         Disposal of the Former District Office Complex 
 

COMMENTS (Letter P) 

 

 

RESPONSES (Letter P) 

Thank you for your comments and your interest in this project. 
 
P-1 See responses D-1 and D-3 
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COMMENTS (Letter P) 

 
 
 
 

RESPONSES (Letter P) 

 
P-2 See responses M-1 thru M-8 
 
P-3 Comment noted. 
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COMMENTS (Letter Q) 

 

 

RESPONSES (Letter Q) 

Thank you for your comments and your interest in this project. 
 
Q-1 See responses M-1 and M-2 
 
Q-2 Comment noted. 
 
Q-3 See response L-3 
 
Q-4 See responses M-3 thru M-5 
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COMMENTS (Letter R) 

 

 

RESPONSES (Letter R) 

Thank you for your comments and your interest in this project. 
 
R-1 See responses M-1 and M-2 
 
R-2 See response D-8 
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COMMENTS (Letter S) 
 

 

RESPONSES (Letter S) 

Thank you for your comments and your interest in this project. 
 
CEQA requires that an EIR describe a reasonable range of 
alternatives, and these alternatives need not be analyzed to the same 
level.  The three alternatives in the Draft EIR are the Disposal of the 
Complex without covenants or restrictions to a public or private entity; 
Transferring the Complex to the DPR; and the No option alternative. 
 
Disposal of the Complex without covenants or restrictions: SOHO 
directed Caltrans to develop a plan to determine the reasonableness of 
attempting to sell the Complex with restrictive covenants for its 
rehabilitation and adaptive reuse. Professionals in the preservation 
field were contacted on the prudence and feasibility of marketing the 
Complex with covenants. Based on the location of the Complex; the 
incongruence it represents as a modernist 1950’s structure within a 
Core Zone on replicating the distinctive character of the Old Town San 
Diego historic area that existed prior to 1871; and Caltrans difficulty in 
getting an “assignee” that would ensure that the Complex was 
preserved and maintained in accordance with the Secretary’s of the 
Interior’s standards, and other limitations, it was concluded that it is not 
economically prudent or feasible to sell it with restrictions or covenants. 
 
Transferring the Complex to the DPR; Discussions regarding the 
possibility of transferring ownership to the California Department of 
Parks and Recreation (DPR) for use in the Old Town San Diego State 
Historic Park began as early as 1991.  Between 2006 and 2011, 
Caltrans worked with DPR to transfer the complex to DPR. 
 
In October 2008, a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) was 
developed between Caltrans and the DPR to outline the basis of a 
future agreement to purchase the Complex.  The agreed upon sale 
price for the property was $10.7 million which was determined as the 
fair market value by an appraisal prepared by the Department of 
General Services in October 2007.  DPR would initially pay Caltrans 
the sum of $2.5 million, and the balance of $8.2 million would be paid 
within 10 years from the date of the Transfer of Jurisdiction (TOJ).  The 
TOJ would be the formal agreement between the two agencies that 
would outline the comprehensive mitigation program. 
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COMMENTS (Letter S) 

 

RESPONSES (Letter S) 

During meetings with DPR, it became apparent that DPR was not able 
to meet the MOU's conditions necessary for its purchase of the 
property. In lieu of DPR making a direct cash payment to Caltrans for 
the balance, both parties investigated the viability of DPR establishing 
a Special Fund to be used solely for activities directly related to 
mitigation credits.  Under this alternative scenario, DPR would have 
located and purchased parcels adjacent to DPR facilities and these 
parcels would have been used to satisfy future Caltrans mitigation 
requirements for transportation projects..  This transaction could not be 
completed because DPR staff could not provide suitable parcels that 
met the requirements of Caltrans to qualify as mitigation sites.  Other 
options were explored to utilize DPR staff for managing Caltrans 
mitigation sites.  This was not feasible as it would require DPR to hire 
additional staff which they were not able to accomplish. 
 
On October 29, 2010, a combined DPR and Caltrans management 
team met to review the findings and make one last attempt to create a 
workable mitigation program.  A workable mitigation program could not 
be established, so Caltrans notified DPR that efforts to create a 
mitigation program to satisfy transfer of the Complex would cease.  
The MOU has since expired by its own terms. 
 
No option alternative:  Taking no action would result in the State 
continuing to spend money to maintain an unoccupied and unutilized 
excess property.It has been vacant since 2006, and the total cost 
associated with maintaining the facility has been in excess of 
$150,000, not including utilities or unexpected maintenance 
requirements. The sale of the property will save the state money that is 
being spent to maintain the vacant facility, and to generate revenue. 
 
Caltrans is required to dispose of excess property at fair market value 
even from other state agencies for property purchased with State 
Highway Account monies. 
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As stated above, discussions regarding the possibility of transferring 
ownership to the DPR for use in the Old Town San Diego State 
Historic Park have occurred for over the past two decades.   

A complete and thorough HABU (Highest and Best Use) analysis was 
performed on the Complex, and is critical to maximize the value of the 
subject parcel and determine the most appropriate method of valuation 
and for the selection of the types of comparables for the Sales 
Comparison approach.  The State’s appraisal report must comply with 
USPAP (Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice) and 
follows the Appraisal Institute’s recommended appraisal valuation 
process.  The Broker's Opinion of Value (BOV) is not an appraisal. In 
providing opinions of value, brokers are not held to the same 
professional standard as appraisers.  A broker's license is not the 
equivalent of a licensed appraiser.  We respectfully decline to adopt 
the opinion of the unlicensed broker in light of the appraisal prepared 
by a licensed appraiser who also holds the "Member Appraisal 
Institute" professional designation and whose appraisal conforms to 
the require Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice. 
 
It has been stated that “the DPR has $2.5 million available for a down 
payment for the property”, however, this is far less than the fair market 
value of the building and therefore is economically infeasible as an 
alternative.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Chapter 4.0 Comments and Coordination 

 

 December 2011                                                                                                                         101                                                         Disposal of the Former District Office Complex 
 

COMMENTS (Letter T) 

 

 

RESPONSES (Letter T) 

Thank you for your comments and your interest in this project. 
 
 
See responses D-1 and F-1 
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COMMENTS (Letter U) 

 

 

RESPONSES (Letter U) 

Thank you for your comments and your interest in this project. 
 
U-1 See responses D-1 and F-1 
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COMMENTS (Letter V) 

 

 

RESPONSES (Letter V) 

Thank you for your comments and your interest in this project. 
 
V-1 See responses D-1 and F-1 
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COMMENTS (Letter W) 

 
 
 
 
 

RESPONSES (Letter W) 

Thank you for your comments and your interest in this project. 
 
See responses D-1 and F-1 
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COMMENTS (Letter X) 

 
 
 
 
 

RESPONSES (Letter X) 

Thank you for your comments and your interest in this project. 
 
X-1 See responses D-1 and F-1 
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COMMENTS (Letter Y) 

 

 

RESPONSES (Letter Y) 

Thank you for your comments and your interest in this project. 
 
Y-1 See responses D-1 and F-1 
 
Y-2 See responses M-1 and M-2 
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COMMENTS (Letter Z) 

 

 

RESPONSES (Letter Z) 

Thank you for your comments and your interest in this project. 
 
See response D-1 and F-1 
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COMMENTS (Letter AA) 

 
 

 

 

RESPONSES (Letter AA) 

Thank you for your comments and your interest in this project. 
 
AA-1 See responses D-1, F-1 and F-6 
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COMMENTS (Letter BB) 

 

 

RESPONSES (Letter BB) 

Thank you for your comments and your interest in this project. 
 
See responses D-1, F-1 and F-6 
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COMMENTS (Letter CC) 

 

 

RESPONSES (Letter CC) 

 

Thank you for your comments and your interest in this project. 
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COMMENTS (Letter DD) 

 

 

RESPONSES (Letter DD) 

Thank you for your comments and your interest in this project. 
 
See responses D-1, F-1 and F-6 
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COMMENTS (Letter EE) 

 
 
 
 

RESPONSES (Letter EE) 

Thank you for your comments and your interest in this project. 
 
See responses D-1, F-1 and F-6 
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COMMENTS (Letter FF) 

 

 

RESPONSES (Letter FF) 

Thank you for your comments and your interest in this project. 
 
See responses D-1, F-1 and F-6 
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COMMENTS (Letter GG) 

 

 

RESPONSES (Letter GG) 

Thank you for your comments and your interest in this project. 
 
See responses D-1, F-1 and F-6 
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COMMENTS (Letter HH) 

 

 

RESPONSES (Letter HH) 

Thank you for your comments and your interest in this project. 
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RESPONSES (Letter II) 

 

Thank you for your comments and your interest in this project. 
 
II-1 See responses D-1, F-1 and F-6 
 
II-2 See responses M-1 and M-2 
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COMMENTS (Letter JJ) 

 

 

RESPONSES (Letter JJ) 

Thank you for your comments and your interest in this project. 
 
JJ-1 See responses D-1, F-1, F-6 and F-14 
 
JJ-2 See responses M-1 thru M-5 
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FORM LETTER #2 (As submitted by the OTCPG) 

 

 

RESPONSES (LETTER KK) 
 
KK-1 See responses D-1, F-1, F-6 and F-14 
 
KK-2 See responses M-1 thru M-5 
 
KK-3 Comment noted. 
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KK-4 D-15 
 
KK-5 Comment noted. 
 
KK-6 Comment noted. 
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Native American Heritage Commission  Barona Group of the Capitan Grande 
915 Capitol Mall, Room 364    Edwin Romero, Chairperson 
Sacramento, CA  95814    1095 Barona Road 
       Lakeside, CA  92040 
 
Sycuan Band of the Kumeyaay Nation  La Posta Band of Mission Indians 
Danny Tucker, Chairperson    Gwendolyn Parada, Chairperson 
5459 Sycuan Road     P.O. Box 1120 
El Cajon, CA  92021     Boulevard, CA  91905 
 
Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians   San Pasqual Band of Mission Indians 
Hon. Robert Welch     Allen E. Lawson, Chairperson 
P.O. Box 908      P.O. Box 365 
Alpine, CA  91903     Valley Center, CA  92082 
 
Kumeyaay Cultural Historic Committee  Lipay Nation of Santa Ysabel 
Ron Christman     Virgil Perez, Spokesperson 
56 Viejas Grade Road    P.O. Box 130 
Alpine, CA  92001     Santa Ysabel, CA  92070 
 
Campo Kumeyaay Nation    Jamul Indian Village 
Monique LaChappa, Chairperson   Kenneth Meza, Chairperson 
36190 Church Road, Suite 1    P.O. Box 612 
Campo, CA  91906     Jamul, CA  91935 
 
Inaja Band of Mission Indians    Mesa Grande Band of Mission Indians 
Rebecca Osuna, Spokesperson   Mark Romero, Chairperson 
2005 S. Escondido Blvd.    P.O. Box 270 
Escondido, CA  92025    Santa Ysabel, CA  92070 
 
Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee  Kumeyaay Cultural Heritage Preservation 
Steve Banegas, Spokesperson   Paul Cuero 
1095 Barona Road     36190 Church Road, Suite 5 
Lakeside, CA  92040     Campo, CA  91906 
 
Ewiiaapaayp Tribal Office    Kwaaymii Laguna Band of Mission Indians 
Will Micklin, Executive Director   Carmen Lucas 
4054 Willows Road     P.O. Box 775 
Alpine, CA  91901     Pine Valley, CA  91962 
 
Ewiiaapaayp Tribal Office    Ipai Nation of Santa Ysabel 
Michael Garcia, Vice Chairperson   Clint Linton, Director of Cultural Resources 
4054 Willows Road     P.O. Box 507 
Alpine, CA  91901     Santa Ysabel, CA  92070 
 
Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee  Manzanita Band of Kumeyaay Nation 
Bernice Paipa, Vice Chairperson   Leroy J. Elliott, Chairperson 
P.O. Box 1120      P.O. Box 1302 
Boulevard, CA  91905     Boulevard, CA  91905  
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Kumeyaay Diegueno Land Conservancy  Viejas Kumeyaay Indian Reservation 
M. Louis Guassac, Executive Director  Frank Brown 
P.O. Box 1992      240 Brown Road 
Alpine, CA  91903     Alpine, CA  91901 
        
Old Town Visitor Information Center   San Diego Archaeological Society, Inc. 
2415 San Diego Avenue    P.O. Box 81106 
Suite 111      San Diego, CA  92138 
San Diego, CA  92110     
 
San Diego River Conservancy   Susan Brandt-Hawley 
Michael Nelson     Brandt-Hawley Law Group 
 Executive Officer     Chauvet House 
1350 Front Street, Suite 3024   P.O. Box 1659 
San Diego, CA  92101    Glen Ellen, CA  95442 
 
San Diego State University    University of California, San Diego 
Department of Anthropology    Cynthia Truant 
Seth Mallios, Ph.D     9500 Gilman Drive    
5500 Campanile Drive    La Jolla, CA  92093 
San Diego, CA  92182  
 
Dorothy Strout      Boosters of Old Town State Historic Park 
San Diego County Sherriff’s Museum  Jeanne Ferrell  
2384 San Diego Avenue    2448 San Diego Avenue 
San Diego, CA  92110    San Diego, CA  92110 
 
Robert Wohl      Abel Silvas 
809 Kalpati Circle #322    2144 Balboa Avenue, #5    
Calrsbad, CA  92008     San Diego, CA  92109   
            
Old Town Trolley Tours & Seal   University of San Diego 
Tours of San Diego     Department of History 
David Thornton     Molly McClain 
2115 Kurtz Street     5998 Alcala’ Park 
San Diego, CA  92110    San Diego, CA  92110 
 
Centro Cultural de la Raza    Bazaar Del Mundo 
John Savage      Diane Powers 
2125 Park Boulevard     4133 Taylor Street 
San Diego, CA  92101    San Diego, CA  92110 
 
Mt. Tamalpais Interpretive Association  Torrey Pine Docent Society 
Ann Komer      Ken King  
P.O. Box 7064      P.O. Box 2414      
Corte Madera, CA  94976    Del Mar, CA  92014 
 
Mission Hills Heritage     Mr. Greg Holmes 
325 West Washington     Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Suite 2, #221      5796 Corporate Avenue 
San Diego, CA  92103    Cypress, CA  90630 
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Appendix A – Title VI Policy Statement 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix B – State Historic Preservation Office Correspondence 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 
 

 
 



 
 

List of Character Defining Features for the Former District Office Complex 

 
 
 
 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix C – Hazardous Waste Assessment 
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